Abstract. This paper provides a new analysis of the phenomenon of Long Distance Agreement in HindiUrdu and argues for a dissociation between case and agreement. Long Distance Agreement involves a verb agreeing with a constituent inside the verb's clausal complement. Long Distance Agreement and Object Agreement in Hindi-Urdu are shown to involve the same structural configurations. They both involve a head (T ¼ ) agreeing with an argument whose case-features T ¼ does not value. In particular it is argued the operation Agree of Chomsky (1998, 1999, 2001) needs to be reformulated to be able to handle the facts of Hindi-Urdu Long Distance Agreement. The analysis is largely motivated on the basis of evidence from Hindi-Urdu but is shown to extend to the Long Distance Agreement facts of Tsez (Polinsky and Potsdam (2001)) and Kashmiri (Subbarao and Munshi (2000)).
Overview
This paper provides a new analysis of the phenomenon of Long Distance Agreement in Hindi-Urdu that covers more empirical ground than existing analyses and reveals new generalizations. The phenomenon of Long Distance Agreement involves a verb agreeing with a constituent inside the verb's clausal complement and therefore poses a challenge to theories that assume that a strictly-local relationship such as the specifier-head relationship is necessary for agreement. The proposal argues for a less local conception of the agreement relationship that is nevertheless subject to locality considerations. It is thus in line with other recent proposals such as Benmamoun (1992) , Bobaljik (1995 ), van Gelderen (1992 , Chung (1998) , Chomsky ( , 1999 Chomsky ( , 2001 , and Polinsky and Potsdam (2001) .
To account for this phenomenon in Hindi-Urdu, the operation AGREE is invoked.
(1) AGREE is the process by which a head X ¼ (the Probe) with a complete set of unvalued uninterpretable features identifies the closest Y ¼ /YP in its c-command domain with the relevant set of visible matching (i.e. nondistinct) interpretable features (the Goal), and uses the interpretable features of Y ¼ /YP to value its uninterpretable features.
This operation is similar in many respects to the operation Agree introduced in . The two operations differ in that Agree requires that Goals be active, i.e. have unvalued features, while AGREE does not place any such requirements. It is shown that a principle like AGREE (and not Agree) is needed to derive the facts of Long Distance Agreement in Hindi-Urdu as well as in Tsez (Polinsky and Potsdam (2001) ).
The following is a brief summary of the paper and a guide to its structure. Ü2 introduces the phenomenon and discusses Mahajan's (1989) analysis of it. Mahajan's (1989) proposal is argued to rest on problematic assumptions concerning case-licensing and a new proposal using AGREE is introduced in Ü3. The central idea behind this proposal is that a head can agree with an XP that it does not case-license. Finite T ¼ does not license the case of an object, but can enter into an AGREE relationship with it if the -features of the subject are not visible and there is not a more local XP with visible -features. Local object agreement and Long distance agreement are shown to involve the same structural configuration, the only difference being that of the distance between T ¼ and the element it enters into AGREE with. Ü4 identifies the environments where Long Distance Agreement is possible as involving restructuring. It is shown that certain environments where restructuring is not possible (e.g. subject infinitivals, gerunds, finite clauses) do not display Long Distance Agreement. Ü5 examines how the current proposal extends to some other languages with Long Distance Agreement, in particular Kashmiri, a dialect of Hindi-Urdu, and Tsez. The optionality of Long Distance Agreement is addressed in Ü6
and is related to the optionality in restructuring. Providing support for this relationship is the fact that environments where restructuring is obligatory display obligatory Long Distance Agreement. Ü7 concludes the paper by indicating further lines of inquiry and suggesting an assimilation between the operation AGREE proposed in this paper and the operation Agree introduced in . This assimilation which associates the activity condition on Goals with Move and not Agree retains the additional empirical ground captured by relaxing the condition on active Goals while at the same time not generating the cases of illegitimate raising that motivated the condition on active goals in the first place.
The Phenomenon of Long Distance Agreement

THE BASICS OF AGREEMENT IN HINDI-URDU
The main verb (in participial form) and the auxiliary (if any) in Hindi-Urdu agree with the structurally most prominent argument of the verb that is not case-marked overtly. 1
Optionality
It has been noted by several authors that LDA in environments like (5) is optional (Hook (1979) , Davison (1988) , Mahajan (1989 Mahajan ( , 1990 , Butt (1995) The authors who note the optionality of LDA have noted that the LD-agreeing object in (5a) seems more 'specific' than the non-agreeing object in (5b).
Parasitic Agreement
The infinitival verb agrees with its object only when there is LDA.
(6) a. LDA + infinitival agreement: We know that LDA is only possible if the matrix verb has no non-overtly case-marked arguments of its own. Therefore when the matrix verb has a nominative subject, LDA is not possible. In these cases infinitival agreement is also not possible. It can be concluded from the discussion in this section that infinitival agreement is parasitic on LDA. Further when LDA takes place, Infinitival Agreement must take place.
ONE PREVIOUS ANALYSIS OF HINDI-URDU LDA: MAHAJAN (1989)
The Basic Analysis
The central idea behind Mahajan's analysis of agreement in Hindi-Urdu is that the perfective participle, the imperfective/habitual participle, and the infinitival verb differ in their ability to assign accusative case. For Mahajan, perfective participles can never assign case to their objects. Imperfective participles always assign case to their objects. Finally infinitival verbs optionally assign case to their objects. Of course, the above three-way distinction is relevant only for transitive verbs. Unergative intransitives do not have objects, and unaccusatives do not assign case to their objects period.
Since for Mahajan (1989) , perfective participles cannot assign case, something else must assign case to the objects of transitive perfective participles. This something else is an Agr ¼ head in association with finite tense. The optionality of LDA follows from the ability of the infinitival verb to optionally assign case (cf. 10b). When the infinitival verb assigns case, the object stays in-situ and there is no agreement, long or short distance. Note that the object never gets case from the embedded [Spec,AgrP] because Agr ¼ heads for Mahajan only assign case in association with finite tense.
Some Problems
Mahajan's analysis of LDA is quite promising. In particular, the properties of LDA noted in the introduction fall out without additional stipulations from Mahajan's analysis. However, it suffers from certain conceptual as well as empirical problems. The primary conceptual problem with Mahajan's analysis lies with his assumptions about the case-assigning properties of participles and non-finite verbs. The object case licensing properties of a verb are generally taken to be part of its argument structure. Accusative case is often 2 Mahajan assumes that the PRO subject of the embedded clause does not block the object of the embedded clause from moving over it to the matrix [Spec,AgrP] . We will see that in one form or another, all analyses of LDA in Hindi-Urdu have to make a similar assumption.
related to transitive v, the head that licenses the external argument. Under most assumptions, this head is located below the level where Aspectual/Infinitival morphology is introduced.
Given this architecture, we expect the case-assigning ability of a verb to be independent of whether it is part of a past participle, a present participle, or an infinitive, as also noted by Butt (1995) . Case-assignment in Hindi-Urdu is dependent upon aspect but only the assignment of case to the subject. Case-licensing of objects is independent of the syntactic environment above the vP. 3 With the exception of the agreement facts which Mahajan explains using his assumption about the case-assigning properties of participles and infinitives, there does not seem to be empirical evidence on the basis of which the proposed difference between the caseassigning properties of perfective participles, imperfective participles, and infinitives can be justified. Transitive verbs seem to take accusative objects in a uniform fashion irrespective of the larger structure they are embedded in. While the above examples do not contradict Mahajan's proposal, they also do not provide support to it. The null hypothesis is that the case-assigning property of the verb is not affected by the location of the vP.
Evidence against the claim that perfective participles do not assign case to their objects comes from the fact that perfective participles embedded in infinitivals allow for overt objects.
(13) a. [Lataa-ji-kaa Lataa-Hon-Gen 'Ashaa-ji's having sung this song is more likely than Lataa-ji's having sung this song.'
In (13a, b), it is not plausible that the object case is licensed by matrix tense. The infinitival tense cannot license object case, which must therefore be licensed by the perfective participle. There is also evidence against the claim that infinitival verbs can optionally not assign case, which will be introduced in the discussion of restructuring in Ü4.2.2.
Mahajan assumes that the embedded object overtly moves into the matrix [Spec,AgrP] . Based on examples like (14), Davison (1991) The word order facts suggest that the LDA trigger is in the embedded clause. Therefore we can conclude that overt movement of the LDA trigger out of the embedded clause is not required for LDA.
Another empirical problem arises with respect to the non-licensing of subject case. Given that according to Mahajan's proposal, the case of the object of the infinitival complement is licensed by the matrix verb, we expect it to be possible for the subject of the embedded clause to also get case-licensed by matrix tense. As Mahajan himself points out, this is not the case. Butt and King (2003) and Davison (2003) for proposals that attempt to capture the diversity of Hindi-Urdu case-assignment.
Next we come to Agreement. Agreement within the clausal system is triggered by finite T ¼ with associated unvalued -features. The operation involved in deriving Hindi-Urdu agreement is similar in many ways to the operation Agree developed in Chomsky ( , 1999 Chomsky ( , 2001 ) but there are also crucial differences between the two. In the discussion that follows I will introduce and motivate the properties of the operation that will be used to handle the Hindi-Urdu agreement system. This operation will be referred to as AGREE. (17) Under the assumption that only finite T ¼ functions as a Probe, the ungrammaticality of (22a, b) receives a common explanation. Inf ¼ cannot value its uninterpretable features by itself. Only finite T ¼ can do this. So for Inf ¼ 's uninterpretable features to be covaluated, T ¼ uninterpretable features must also get valued and to value its own features, T ¼ must covaluate the features of the intervening Inf ¼ . One cannot happen without the other. The facts of (22) also follow if both Inf ¼ and finite T ¼ are Probes -they both locate the same Goal and independently enter into AGREE with it. Given the structure of (22a, b), if Inf ¼ locates a Goal, then T ¼ will also locate the same Goal and vice versa.
The choice between the two options -(i) finite T ¼ as the only Probe and (ii) both finite T ¼ and Inf ¼ are Probes -is made by the facts concerning the parasitic nature of LDA. These facts show that the infinitival verb cannot agree with the embedded object if the embedded object does not agree with the matrix finite T ¼ . In the structures in (23), the matrix T ¼ identifies the matrix subject as its Goal and does not enter into an AGREE relationship with the embedded object. LDA is therefore not an option, yielding the ungrammaticality of (23c, d). The ungrammaticality of (23b) It should be noted that the proposal for Long Distance Agreement is the same as the proposal made for local object agreement. This makes sense once we observe that similar structural relationships hold in both local object agreement and Long Distance Agreement. The finite T ¼ head is not directly related to the object that it agrees with. Finite T ¼ is involved in the licensing of nominative/ergative case on the subject while the case on the object is licensed by transitive v. This can be shown by the fact that object case is licensed even when the clause is non-finite (cf. 24). 'To eat tamarind is good.'
Further in the process of valuating its -features using the -features of the object, T ¼ also values the -features of Asp ¼ /Inf ¼ . Thus the relationship between finite T ¼ and the DP it agrees with as well as the process by which the unvalued -features of intervening heads are covaluated is the same in both (18b) and (20).
BACKGROUND ASSUMPTIONS
Finiteness and -Completeness
In (18) Despite the absence of an overt tense bearing auxiliary in (25a), I assume that there is a covert T ¼ head in (25a). It is possible that the V+Asp ¼ complex combines via stringvacuous movement with this head. The covert T ¼ head triggers agreement as discussed above. A similar T ¼ head is also postulated for (25b) when there is no overt tense-bearing auxiliary. More generally I assume that any interrogative or declarative sentence that can appear by itself has a finite T ¼ head, which may or may not be realized overtly.
An important component of our analysis of Long Distance Agreement has been that Inf ¼ does not constitute an intervener between the matrix finite T ¼ and the embedded object. This was related to Inf ¼ not being -complete. The notion of -completeness was introduced in Chomsky (1999) -finite/control C ¼ /T ¼ is -complete because it has person features, while raising/ECM T ¼ is not -complete lacking person features. An anonymous reviewer points out that in Hindi-Urdu this straightforward correlation between morphological realization of features and -completeness does not work fully (see also López (2002) for a discussion of the crosslinguistic manifestations of -completeness).
While it is true that no non-finite form (Asp ¼ , Inf ¼ ) displays person features, it is not the case that all finite forms display person agreement. For example the past tense auxiliary, being derived historically from a participial form, only agrees in number and gender and not in person. The present tense auxiliary agrees in person and number but not in gender. Only the future agrees in person, number, and gender. And yet, irrespective of what features they overtly realize all finite forms function as interveners for the purpose of LDA. I take this to show that finite T ¼ always has features for Person, Number, and Gender, i.e. it is -complete. Whether these features are overtly realized or not depends upon the morphological properties of the auxiliary involved.
Overt Case-Marking and the Visibility of -features
The current proposal needs to assume that the -features of overtly case-marked NP's and the PRO subject of the embedded infinitival clause are not visible for the purposes of agreement. Existing analyses of LDA in Hindi-Urdu need to make comparable assumptions. In this section, I address the part of this assumption which concerns overtly case-marked NP's. The invisibility of PRO for the purposes of agreement is addressed in Ü4.2.2 in the context of the discussion of restructuring, where it is proposed that the putative invisibility of PRO follows the non-projection of a PRO subject in infinitival clauses that permit LDA.
It is not known why overtly case-marked NP's in Hindi-Urdu do not agree, but this property of overtly case-marked NP's being invisible for agreement seems to be shared by several but not all ergative Indo-Aryan languages. Kashmiri, Marathi, and Punjabi pattern with Hindi-Urdu. But in Nepali, ergative subjects (which are overtly case-marked) agree, and in a manner parallel to nominative subjects. In Gujarati, ergative subjects do not agree but overtly case-marked accusative objects agree (cf. Subbarao (2001)).
(27) (Gujarati, from Cardona (1965) In both (27a, b), the verb does not agree with the Ergative subject. It does, however, agree with the overtly case-marked accusative object. Because of the variation in the effect of overt case-marking on agreement, Subbarao (2001) notes, and I concur, that the effect of overt case-marking on agreement should be treated as an instance of parametric variation and not as a universal. The Nepali facts demonstrate that languages differ with respect to whether the presence of overt case-marking blocks agreement. The Gujarati facts further reveal that even within a language, case-markers differ in whether they block agreement. Ergative case-marking in Gujarati blocks agreement but not accusative case-marking. See Comrie (1984) and Deo and Sharma (2002) for a discussion of the variation manifested within the Modern Indo-Aryan languages with respect to the relationship between overt case-marking on a DP and the visibility of that XP's agreement features.
DIRECTIONALITY
When there is Long Distance Agreement, we find an embedded object agreeing with the matrix T ¼ . However, the reverse process where the infinitival verb agrees with the matrix subject is not attested (cf. 28 This feature of agreement follows from the way AGREE operates. To see why a structurally lower argument can agree with a higher head but a structurally higher argument cannot agree with a lower head, let us examine the structures involved in long distance agreement and in the unattested (28) that involves 'downward' agreement.
(29) a. Long Distance Agreement:
In (29a), T ¼ seeks an appropriate element to value T ¼ 's unvalued features. The first element it finds is Inf ¼ . This leads to T ¼ and Inf ¼ entering into a relationship, but since Inf ¼ does not have any interpretable features, the features of both stay unvalued. T ¼ looks further and finds the embedded DP object and enters into AGREE with it. It uses the DP's features to value its own features and covaluate the features of Inf ¼ . 6 The directionality facts provide a clear argument against a naive restructuring analysis of LDA. According to such an analysis, Long Distance Agreement would involve 'clause union' i.e. all the verbs would form a single unit which would together combine with the nominal arguments. But then given the agreement system of Hindi-Urdu, such an analysis would make the incorrect prediction that (28) is grammatical. This argument does not carry over to more sophisticated analyses of restructuring such as Wurmbrand (2001) which do not handle restructuring phenomena in terms of 'clause union'.
In (29b), T ¼ right away locates the matrix DP and enters into AGREE with it. Since its unvalued features are valued by the DP, it cannot look further. Therefore it does not enter into a relationship with the Inf ¼ and Inf ¼ cannot access the matrix DP's features via covaluation. In the system under discussion, Inf ¼ never participates in agreement by itself. But even if it could, it would not be able to agree with the matrix DP in (29b) because the matrix DP is not in Inf ¼ 's c-command domain and a head can only enter into an AGREE relationship with a DP in its c-command domain (cf. the definition of AGREE in 17).
AGREEMENT NOT CASE
The current analysis dissociates Case from Agreement. Therefore it does not predict spurious case-licensings. As discussed earlier, this was a problem for Mahajan (1989) . (30) An important difference between the environments in (34) and the environments in (33) is that the environments in (34), but not the environments in (33), involve complex predicate formation/restructuring.
Identifying Restructuring
The notion of restructuring has been discussed extensively for the Germanic and the Romance languages. Restructuring refers to a class of phenomena where certain ordinarily clause-bounded processes apply across the boundaries of infinitival clauses. The exact processes implicated seem to vary from language to language. Clitic Climbing is a signature property of restructuring in Romance languages. Clitic climbing is possible out of the complement of a restructuring verb (= a restructuring infinitive) but not out of the complement of a non-restructuring verb (cf. Aissen and Perlmutter (1976/1983) , Rizzi (1976 Rizzi ( /1978 The verbs out of whose complements we find Long Distance Agreement in Hindi-Urduwant, let, know how -are restructuring predicates in many languages. want, in particular, is a prototypical restructuring predicate (Dutch, German, Italian, Spanish, Catalan a.o.). The status of let seems to vary crosslinguistically and sometimes even among different speakers of the same language. In a detailed study of restructuring/complex predicate phenomena in Hindi-Urdu, Butt (1995) shows convincingly that let in Hindi-Urdu involves restructuring. She also shows that (33b) does not involve restructuring (in her terms, complex predicate formation). The diagnostics she uses involve control, anaphora, and agreement. Unfortunately, out of these three diagnostics, only agreement is applicable to (34a, b). 7
I introduce a new diagnostic based on the scope of negation in an embedded infinitival clause. Negation in a restructuring infinitive can take scope over the embedding verb. In other environments, the scope of negation is clause-bound. See Mahajan (1990b) for an analysis of these facts. To diagnose the scope of negation, a NPI will be placed in the subject position of the matrix clause. With a restructuring verb like want, we find that a negation embedded in the infinitival clause is able to license an NPI in the matrix subject position.
(37 7 An anonymous reviewer points out that while all of (34a-c) might involve restructuring, this does not presuppose a common analysis and further notes that LDA with complements of the permissive de 'give, let' and LDA with complements of chaah 'want' and aa 'come, know how' differ in optionality. With the former LDA is obligatory while with the latter it is optional. We will return to this issue when we address the optionality of LDA in Ü6. 'To work isn't (ever) good.'
The above demonstration supports the conclusion that Long Distance Agreement is restricted to restructuring infinitives.
Towards an analysis of Restructuring
Having established a correlation between Restructuring and Long Distance Agreement, we need to address the question of why this correlation exists. A range of approaches to restructuring share the property that they treat restructuring infinitives as being somehow reduced or deficient, as lacking some property that non-restructuring infinitives have. The intuition is that it is this property that blocks Long Distance Agreement. To make this intuition precise, we need to adopt a particular analysis of restructuring. I will adopt a modified version of Wurmbrand's (2001) treatment of restructuring infinitives. The central idea behind Wurmbrand's (2001) proposal is that restructuring infinitives are reduced structures which do not involve projection of an embedded subject.
In addition, Wurmbrand (2001) argues that in German, Japanese, Italian and Spanish, there is no source for the licensing of accusative case within the restructuring infinitive. The case-licensor for the embedded object is external to the restructuring infinitive. In (40), the case on the embedded OBJ would be licensed by the v associated with the matrix clause. Wurmbrand's proposal is motivated by the facts associated with 'Long Passive' in German. Under Wurmbrand's (2001) proposal, the facts of the 'Long Passive' follow straightforwardly and the construction is assimilated to the regular passive. Once the matrix clause is passivized, in consonance with Burzio's Generalization, the matrix v can no longer license accusative case on the embedded object. The embedded object needs to find its case-licensor higher in the tree. In (41a), the licensor is finite T ¼ and the embedded object appears in the nominative. I adopt Wurmbrand's (2001) proposal for restructuring but with a principled difference in that I allow for restructuring infinitives in Hindi-Urdu to license accusative case. The deviation from Wurmbrand's (2001) proposal is a principled one because Hindi-Urdu is a well-known exception to Burzio's Generalization (see Mahajan (1995) The unacceptability of the embedded object appearing in the nominative indicates that restructuring infinitives in Hindi-Urdu do not have a structure where they do not license accusative. If they did, we would expect the embedded object to appear in the nominative.
The structures I adopt for restructuring and non-restructuring infinitival complements of verbs like chaah 'want' differ in whether they involve the projection of a PRO subject.
(44) a. Hindi-Urdu Restructuring Infinitive:
b. Hindi-Urdu Non-Restructuring Infinitive:
We can now motivate an assumption we made earlier concerning the role of PRO in the infinitival clause. The assumption was that the PRO was invisible for the purposes of agreement. This was why it did not serve as a closer Goal than the embedded object for the matrix T ¼ Probe. With the structures in (44) in hand, the invisibility of PRO follows straightforwardly. It is just not projected in a restructuring infinitive. When it is projected, as in a non-restructuring infinitive, it blocks Long Distance Agreement by functioning as a closer Goal than the embedded object. The correlation between restructuring and LDA is now related to the structure of restructuring infinitives. This structural difference between restructuring and nonrestructuring infinitives will also be relevant in our analysis of the optionality of Long Distance Agreement, as we shall see in Ü6.
Apart from a syntactically projected subject, non-restructuring infinitives can have additional structure. In (33b), for example, the infinitival clause is overtly case marked suggesting the presence of additional syntactic structure. Restructuring infinitives, however, never have additional structure. This helps derive a generalization noted in Hook (1979:29) and Butt (1995: 78) that LDA is not possible out of an overtly case-marked infinitival clause. The presence of the case-marking implicates additional structure, which in turn rules out the restructuring and therefore LDA.
INFINITIVES AND GERUNDS
This is good point to add to the discussion the fact that infinitival clauses in Hindi-Urdu have nominal properties. Butt (1993 Butt ( , 1995 gives many arguments for analyzing HindiUrdu infinitival clauses as noun phrases. These arguments are based on the isomorphy of infinitival and nominal morphology and the ability of infinitival verbs to receive casemarking, among others. I accept the basic thrust of Butt's arguments but I believe her conclusion that all infinitival clauses in Hindi-Urdu are NPs is too strong. The fact of the matter is that there is no morphological distinction between gerunds and infinitivals in Hindi-Urdu. This does not mean that a form with gerundive/infinitival morphology is necessarily a gerund (i.e. an NP). The facts from LDA provide a way to distinguish between gerunds and infinitivals. Gerunds like NPs have -features of their own even though these features may be default features. Infinitivals on the other hand do not have valued features of their own. They may, however, have their features covaluated by a higher finite T ¼ head.
One way to force a gerundive analysis is to examine structures with internally caselicensed genitive subjects. Genitive subjects are found in Hindi-Urdu only in nominal environments and their presence is a reliable indicator that what we have is a gerund. If we embed an infinitival/gerundive clause with a genitive subject in an environment where LDA is otherwise possible, we find, as has been noted by Davison (1991) and Butt (1995) , that Long Distance Agreement is blocked. The clauses in (45a, b) are gerunds with intrinsic though default features These features block matrix T ¼ from participating in AGREE with an object inside the gerund. The clause in (45c) can be an infinitival and when analyzed as an infinitival clause has no intrinsic features of its own. Consequently LDA is not blocked.
Crosslinguistic Extensions
LONG DISTANCE AGREEMENT IN KASHMIRI AND A DIALECT OF HINDI-URDU
An important aspect of the Hindi-Urdu data under discussion has been the parasitic nature of infinitival agreement. This is exemplified by the contrast between (47a) and (47b). (47) However, there are speakers of Hindi-Urdu for whom (47a) is acceptable. Mahajan (1989:234) notes that (47a) is unacceptable for most, but not all, speakers. Davison (1988) , Butt (1995) , and Bickel and Yadava (2000) also report the acceptability of examples like (47a). Therefore I treat the issue of the acceptability of (47a) as one of dialectal variation.
Features that figure in dialectal variation tend to also appear in crosslinguistic variation and therefore it is not surprising that there is a closely related Modern Indo-Aryan language where the structure corresponding to (47a) In (49a, b), the matrix subject gets Nominative case and therefore the verb agrees with it. Consequently, there is no room for the infinitival object to display Long Distance Agreement with the matrix verb. However, this does not block the object from agreeing with the infinitival verb. Butt (1995) proposes an analysis of Long Distance Agreement for a dataset where LDA is not parasitic, i.e. (47a) is grammatical. Since Butt's (1995) analysis seems to extend to the Kashmiri data, I introduce her proposal before going on to my own analysis of Kashmiri and the relevant Hindi-Urdu dialect. Davison's (1991) analysis of LDA seems to make the same predictions as Butt (1995) and therefore in the interest of brevity it is not summarized separately. Butt (1995) 's analysis of LDA reduces LDA to two instances of local agreement. The first instance involves agreement between object of the embedded infinitival clause and the infinitival verb and the second instance involves agreement between the infinitival clause and the matrix verb.
Butt (1995)'s analysis of Long Distance Agreement
'Salman wanted to eat the bread.'
As noted in Ü4.3, Butt argues that the infinitival clause in Hindi-Urdu is really a gerund.
Thus it is possible for it to have -features. It does not have -features of its own but it can acquire -features by agreement with its highest non-overtly case-marked argument. 8 In (50), this is rot . ii 'bread' and so the infinitival verb comes to have the -features of its object, namely [FSg] . Since the infinitival clause is a nominal complement of the main verb, and moreover the only non-overtly case-marked one with -features, the main verb agrees with it and comes to have the -features [FSg] . Thus in two steps, the matrix verb 8 Like Mahajan (1989) , Butt (1995) also needs to make an assumption that we can call 'the PRO invisibility' assumption. It is important for Butt that the object is the structurally most prominent non-overtly casemarked argument in the embedded clause. If the PRO was visible, then it would be the most prominent argument and the infinitival verb would agree with it.
comes to agree 'long distance' with the object of the infinitival clause. Note that for Butt, the agreement of the embedded object with the infinitival verb is independent of whether the infinitival verb then agrees with the matrix verb or not. This allows her to handle a Hindi-Urdu dialect where infinitival agreement is not dependent upon matrix agreement. But for the same reason, it is unable to handle the dialect where infinitival agreement is parasitic on matrix agreement.
Butt derives the optionality of Long Distance Agreement by arguing that Hindi-Urdu has an optional rule of Noun Incorporation in the sense of Mohanan (1995) . Incorporation is taken by Butt to block agreement between the object and the infinitive, and consequently between the infinitive and the main verb. In other words, when there is incorporation, there is no Long Distance Agreement. As we will see in Ü6.4, this proposal correlating the absence of LDA with incorporation has desirable semantic consequences. However, this explanation for optionality is problematic because Noun Incorporation does not by itself provide an explanation for the optionality of Long Distance Agreement. Mohanan (1995) and Wescoat (2000 Wescoat ( , 2001 point out that Incorporation of the sort that they assume does not block agreement -it seems to not affect agreement at all. Consider (51a, b), which Mohanan (1995) argues involve obligatory incorporation of the object. The fact that a (putatively) incorporated NP can agree plays an important role in Mohanan (1995) and Wescoat (2000 Wescoat ( , 2001 's analyses of Noun Incorporation in Hindi. These analyses postulate multiple levels of representation -on the level where agreement relationships are represented, the NP is not incorporated.
Handling Kashmiri LDA
Because infinitival agreement in Kashmiri is independent of matrix agreement, it seems to be a language where Butt (1995) 's analysis would make exactly the right predictions: the infinitival verb would agree locally with the embedded object and acquires its features, and then the matrix predicate agrees with the infinitival clause giving us the appearance of Long Distance Agreement. However, closer examination of the data reveals that the facts are more complicated than Butt's analysis would predict. In Kashmiri, we find that infinitival verbs agree with their objects (if non-overtly case-marked) quite generally. inside the infinitival subject in (52). Therefore the object cannot function as a Goal for the matrix T ¼ Probe and the matrix T ¼ Probe cannot use the interpretable features of the object to value its unvalued agreement features (cf. the ungrammaticality of Long Distance Agreement in (53)).
Let us also examine how Long Distance Agreement takes place in Kashmiri (cf. 48a). Inf ¼ in Kashmiri functions as a Probe. It identifies the embedded object as a Goal and uses its interpretable -features to value its unvalued -features. Once the features of Inf ¼ have been valued, they are eliminated from narrow syntax. Next matrix T ¼ functions as a Probe. The matrix subject is ergative, i.e. overtly case-marked so it is invisible for the purposes of AGREE. Inf ¼ no longer has any agreement features, interpretable or uninterpretable. This is why Inf ¼ does not block matrix T ¼ from probing further for an appropriate Goal. An additional reason that Inf ¼ does not block matrix T ¼ from probing further for an appropriate Goal is that Inf ¼ is not -complete -it does not have person features. The embedded object is found next. It has interpretable features and can function as a Goal. The Probe therefore enters into an AGREE relationship with it and uses the Goal's interpretable features to value its own unvalued agreement features yield Long Distance Agreement.
It can be concluded therefore that despite initial appearances the Kashmiri Long Distance Agreement data does not provide support to Butt's analysis of Long Distance Agreement.
The central and attractive idea behind Butt's analysis is that Long Distance Agreement can be reduced to a series of short distance agreements. Earlier in this paper, it was demonstrated that the facts from the dialect of Hindi-Urdu discussed in this paper cannot be explained by Butt's analysis. The facts from Kashmiri (and the dialect of Hindi-Urdu discussed by Butt) still seemed to be compatible with her analysis. A closer examination of the facts of Kashmiri revealed that Long Distance Agreement was possible in exactly those environments where it was predicted by our analysis and impossible in certain environments where Butt's analysis predicts it to be possible. 9 The difference between Hindi-Urdu and Kashmiri was reduced to the nature of infinitival agreement in the two languages. In Kashmiri infinitival agreement is obligatory while in Hindi-Urdu it is parasitic on Long Distance Agreement. Regardless of the language, agreement is only possible with an XP that has its own -features and not one that has itself acquired its -features by agreement.
LONG DISTANCE AGREEMENT IN TSEZ
Polinsky and Potsdam (2001) discuss a case of Long Distance Agreement found in the Nakh-Daghestanian language Tsez. Long Distance Agreement in Tsez has properties that are significantly different from Hindi-Urdu Long Distance Agreement. However, the operation AGREE used to derive agreement in Hindi-Urdu is able to derive Long Distance Agreement in Tsez also.
Long Distance Agreement in Tsez differs from the Hindi-Urdu pattern in two important ways. The embedded clause is a finite clause and the NP that triggers long distance agreement can be either an embedded subject or an embedded object. In addition, Polinsky and Potsdam (2001) demonstrate that the agreement trigger in Tsez has to be an embedded topic, which undergoes covert movement to the edge of a Topic Phrase as shown in (55).
(55) (ex. 94 from Polinsky and Potsdam (2001)) 9 Because the facts for the data corresponding to the crucial Kashmiri facts in (53) in the relevant HindiUrdu dialect are not available to me, the scope of my conclusion is limited to Kashmiri. The matrix predicate head-governs the embedded topic in (55) and Polinsky and Potsdam (2001) ) take this configuration to be the one relevant for Long Distance Agreement. 10
Though the facts of Tsez Long Distance Agreement are complex, it seems that AGREE can derive them. Let us assume that as in Hindi-Urdu, matrix finite T ¼ has unvaluedfeatures and serves as a Probe. Again as in Hindi-Urdu, only the -features of absolutive (non-overtly case-marked) arguments are visible. For this reason, the dative subject enir 'mother-DAT' is unable to value T ¼ 's features. T ¼ 's probes further. Now there is an important difference with Hindi-Urdu. As shown by the clause-internal licensing of an overt subject, the embedded clause is a finite clause with its own finite T ¼ . We know from the discussion in Ü4.1 that in Hindi-Urdu matrix T ¼ cannot enter into an AGREE relation with an argument of an embedded finite clause. How then do we get Long Distance Agreement? Polinsky and Potsdam's (2001) demonstration that topics in Tsez obligatorily move covertly to the edge of a Topic Phrase that dominates the IP and that only embedded topics trigger Long Distance Agreement provides an answer to the above question. The embedded agreement trigger, an object in (54a), moves to the edge of the Topic Phrase. In this position, it is visible to the matrix T ¼ . Consequently matrix T ¼ can enter into an AGREE relationship with the object in (54a). In case the embedded object is not a topic, it does not move to the edge of the TopP. Then for the reasons noted in Ü4.1, the embedded object is not visible to the matrix T ¼ and there can be no AGREE relationship between the two. This point is demonstrated by (56). The noun kumek 'help' that triggers local agreement is part of a light verb (N-V) construction. It does not refer and cannot serve as a topic. It does not move to [Spec,TopP] and consequently it is unable to trigger Long Distance Agreement.
There is much more to Polinsky and Potsdam's (2001) analysis of Tsez Long Distance Agreement. What is important here is that their insights and explanations are fully compatible with a system that involves the operation AGREE.
What about Optionality?
6.1. OPTIONALITY One aspect of Long Distance Agreement that has been much noted is its optionality in cases like (57) and (58). (57) From the perspective of the overall Hindi-Urdu agreement system, the optionality found with Long Distance Agreement in (57) and (58) The presence of a PRO in the non-restructuring infinitive blocks the AGREE relationship between the matrix T ¼ and the embedded object. Restructuring infinitives do not have an intervening PRO subject, the embedded object is visible to AGREE, and therefore there is Long Distance Agreement. There is no longer any optionality in Agreement. There are just two different structures. The structure in (60a) involves a PRO-less infinitival clause and therefore given the rest of the syntactic environment, it must have Long Distance Agreement. (60b) involves a PRO intervening between the matrix T ¼ and the embedded object, which cannot therefore trigger Long Distance Agreement.
In addition to the optionality of restructuring, there is one more source for the optionality of Long Distance Agreement. It has been argued in Ü4.3 that Long Distance Agreement is not possible out of gerunds. It was also noted there that given the syncretism between infinitival and gerundive morphology in Hindi-Urdu, there is no reason why the nonfinite complement in (60b) cannot be analyzed as a gerund. But then the absence of Long Distance Agreement in (60b) would follow from the impossibility of Long Distance Agreement out of a gerund.
This proposal correlating the availability of non-restructuring analysis -be it a nonrestructuring infinitive or a gerund -receives support from two kinds of facts. First in Ü6.3, we see that cases where restructuring is obligatory display obligatory Long Distance Agreement. Then in Ü6.4, we see the second kind of evidence which concerns the interpretive effects of Long Distance Agreement.
OBLIGATORY INSTANCES OF LONG DISTANCE AGREEMENT
The logic of this section is as follows. In the preceding discussion, we have identified optional restructuring as the source of optional Long Distance Agreement. To argue for this relationship, we examine environments which have been argued to involve obligatory restructuring and show that in these environments Long Distance Agreement is also obligatory. Two such environments include the 'permissive' construction and the complements of modal verbs. Butt (1995) analyzes the examples in (61), which she calls the Permissive, and shows that they involve obligatory restructuring (in her terms, complex predicate formation). Independently of Butt's (1995) The subject of the infinitival clause is assigned case in both (61a) and (61b) is licensed by the matrix verb. There is no source for case to the embedded subject within the infinitival clause. Given that the permissive must involve case-licensing across a case boundary, we expect Long Distance Agreement to be obligatory and as an anonymous reviewer pointed out to me, this is in fact the case. 11
The facts with modals are similar. The subject of the infinitival complement of the modal is case-licensed outside the infinitival clause, there being no source for subject case within an infinitival clause. Following the previous discussion, we can take this to demonstrate that restructuring is obligatory. Then as expected, we find that Long Distance Agreement is obligatory.
11 The facts are actually slightly more complicated. Some speakers distinguish between (61a) and (61b), finding LDA obligatory in (61a) but not in (61b). The generalization for these speakers seems to be that agreement of T ¼ with elements case-licensed by it or its associated v is obligatory, but agreement beyond that is optional. Note that in (61a) the case of the agreeing element is licensed by the matrix v. This is not the case in (61b 
THE INTERPRETIVE EFFECTS OF LONG DISTANCE AGREEMENT
The presence of Long Distance Agreement has been noted in the literature to have certain interpretive effects. Hook (1979:30) 
writes:
After having said all this about agreement at a distance, it must be recognized that not all speakers observe it to the same degree. .... For some speakers there is a difference in meaning: Observing agreement at a distance puts emphasis on the object. Nonobservance suggests a more general activity.
He contrasts (63a) with (63b), noting that (63a) involves a less specific action than (63b). The general claim, following Hook (1979:30) in Davison (1988) and Butt (1995) , is that embedded objects that agree long distance with the matrix predicate are more specific than embedded objects that do not. This claim seems to be on the right track but the lack of a concrete denotation for the term 'specific' makes it hard to assess this claim. Mahajan (1989) provides a clearer proposal when he relates the presence of long distance agreement with wide scope over the matrix predicate. Consider the following contrast.
(64) (from Mahajan (1989) To make the facts sharper, let us therefore look at the scopal interaction of quantificational expressions and the intensional verb in (67). Both (67a, b) allow for the reading where 'every book' scopes under 'want' i.e. Naim's desire is to read every book. However, (67a) also allows for the reading where Naim does not have the express desire to read every book (in the library) -it is just that for every book in the library he has expressed his desire to read it. For this reading he need not know that he has in fact exhausted the books in the relevant set. This reading is absent in (67b The facts concerning the interpretive effects of Long Distance Agreement in Hindi-Urdu can now be spelled out as follows: for some speakers, the absence of Long Distance Agreement blocks a reading for the object where it takes wide scope over the matrix predicate. Long Distance Agreement makes such a reading available but does not enforce it.
The following is a preliminary and admittedly speculative attempt to derive the semantic effects of Long Distance Agreement. It tries to make explicit the intuition that whatever it is about nonrestructuring infinitives that blocks Long Distance Agreement also blocks covert movement out of the infinitival clause. Long Distance Agreement involves restructuring infinitives. If we can motivate that restructuring infinitives allow for, but do not require, optional covert movement of the object out of the infinitival clause to a position above the matrix predicate, we can explain the observed ambiguities. The absence of Long Distance Agreement indicates a non-restructuring infinitive or a gerund. Further if we can motivate that non-restructuring infinitives/gerunds block covert movement of the object, we can also explain why the wide scope reading is blocked. My explanation uses a proposal put forth in Fox (2000:62) to account for the clause-boundedness of QR. According to Fox's (2000) principle of Scope Economy, any string-vacuous/covert operations is only permitted if its application has an effect on the interpretation.
(68) a. Hindi-Urdu Nonrestructuring Infinitive:
b. Hindi-Urdu Restructuring Infinitive:
The presence of a PRO in (68a) blocks the embedded object in place because the QR of the embedded object over the PRO would be semantically vacuous and hence ruled out by Scope Economy. The blocking of this first step then rules out further covert movement of the object over the matrix verb. In (68b), with a PRO subject absent, the first step of QR of the embedded object is over the embedding predicate and is not semantically vacuous.
Consequently it is not blocked by Scope Economy.
Empirical Extensions and Theoretical Implications
EMPIRICAL EXTENSIONS
In this section, I will briefly outline some further directions that the line of inquiry pursued in this paper could be taken in.
A Generalization about Person
Object agreement in Hindi-Urdu only involves agreement in number and gender and not in person, while subject agreement can involve agreement in person, number, and gender. If we distinguish between two kinds of Agreement: dissociated agreement, where a head agrees with an XP whose case it does not license (= object agreement on T ¼ ) and nondissociated agreement, where a head agrees with an XP whose case it does license, we can state the following generalization:
(69) Person Generalization: Dissociated Agreement does not involve Person.
Further if we assume that subject agreement in Hindi-Urdu involves overt movement to the [Spec,TP] while object agreement takes place via AGREE alone, then it becomes tempting to relate person agreement to overt movement (cf. Boeckx (2003) for a similar generalization motivated by Icelandic data).
However, a simpler explanation is available for the absence of person agreement with object agreement in Hindi-Urdu. Proper name and pronominal objects in Hindi-Urdu must be overtly case-marked with -ko and the presence of -ko blocks agreement. Thus the only objects that can in principle agree are 3rd person non-pronominal DPs. Since 1st and 2nd person objects cannot appear with overt case-marking, we do not find any instances of object agreement involving 1st or 2nd person features.
Kashmiri seems to be a minimal pair to Hindi-Urdu -1st and 2nd person objects appear without overt case-marking, and we find person agreement with objects. I write 'seems to' because Kashmiri has an additional system of pronominal clitics (see Hook and Koul (1984) and Wali and Koul (1997) ) and a good case can be made that the person agreement we see in (70) is part of the pronominal clitic system and not the agreement system.
The facts from Gujarati are more telling. As noted in Ü3.2.2, overtly case-marked objects are still visible to the agreement system in this language. However, the present tense auxiliary which does display agreement in person with subjects does not agree with the object in person. To sum up, the facts from the Modern Indo-Aryan languages support the Person Generalization.
Scrambling, Case, and Adjuncts
Agreement in Hindi-Urdu as well as in other Modern Indo-Aryan languages does not seem to be affected by word order. Structures involving long and short distance scrambling as well as rightward movement display the same agreement pattern as the 'basic' structure. A straightforward way of handling this non-interaction is to assume that scrambling and other non-case-related movements take place after AGREE has applied.
An implication then is that the current proposal is not directly compatible with a structure building model that interleaves case-related movements with non-case-related movements. A way out would be to adopt the proposals like Dayal (1994) and Kidwai (2000) which argue contra Mahajan (1990a) that scrambling always involves ¼ -movement. Then if only A-related elements are visible to AGREE (when involved in the valuation of -features), the non-interaction between scrambling and agreement would follow. Something like this seems independently necessary given that bare-NP adjuncts as well as NPs that function as predicate nominals do not trigger agreement.
AGREE AND AGREE
The operation Agree introduced in Chomsky (1999) and the operation AGREE have several important similarities. They both involve a Probe which has unvalued features. This Probe seeks a Goal which has features that can value the unvalued features of the Probe. In addition the Goal has to be in the c-command domain of the Probe and the search for the Goal has to obey locality considerations.
The two operations, however, diverge on the requirements they put on the Goal. The Goal for Agree has to be active, where by active we mean that the Goal has unvalued features. The intuition behind this aspect of Agree is that once the unvalued Case features of a DP have been valued, the DP is frozen in place as far as the A-system is concerned. A DP whose unvalued case features have been valued cannot move further and satisfy the OCC feature of a higher head. If this was possible, we would be able to generate certain illegitimate instances of raising. The ungrammaticality of both (72a, b) can be attributed to the fact that the Goal of the matrix T ¼ is inactive. It has already had its unvalued case features valued by the embedded T ¼ . Consequently it is no longer available for Agree (followed by subsequent Pied-Piping and Merge) by a higher head.
In contrast to Agree, it is possible for a Probe to enter into an AGREE relationship with an inactive Goal. This was the case for Long Distance Agreement in both Hindi-Urdu and Tsez. The case requirements of the agreement trigger are met in the embedded clause where it appears. It is therefore inactive. This distinction between AGREE and Agree seems crucial. If we reduce Agree to AGREE, we end up allowing for certain illegitimate instances of raising. If we reduce in the other direction, we lose our explanation for Long Distance Agreement.
I conclude this paper with a way of reconciling the above tension between AGREE and Agree. It was noted above that allowing inactive Goals to participate in Agree allowed for illegitimate instances of raising like the ones in (72). But (72) does not just involve Agree. In addition, it involves Pied-Piping followed by Merge of the inactive Goal. Therefore it is logically possible that what (72) demonstrates is not a constraint against inactive Goals participating in Agree, but is instead a constraint against Pied-Piping or Merge of inactive Goals. Then we could reduce Agree to AGREE, i.e. allow inactive Goals, but not allow inactive Goals to pied-pipe and participate in Internal Merge. In other words, inactive Goals could participate in Agree but not in Move. 13 Once we adopt this assimilation of Agree and AGREE, an alternate analysis of agreement in English expletive constructions becomes available. The analysis of (73) suggested in Chomsky (2001) and much other work assumes that the associate of the expletive triggers agreement on the matrix T ¼ because the matrix T ¼ licenses the case of the expletive associate. 13 Lavine and Freidin (2001) and López (2002) offer independent arguments in favor of eliminating the requirement that Goals be active to participate in Agree.
has -features, we have a straightforward account for why the associate of the expletive does not trigger agreement in French. 
